DECUMENT RESUME

ED 250 314 SP 025 592
AUTHOR Evertson, (artulvi; And Others
TITLE The Characteris’ics of Effective Teacher Preparation

SPONS AGENCY

Programs: A Ruview of Research.
National Commtis=ion on Excellence in Teacher

Education (F.}) Washington, DC,
PUB DATE Aug 84
NOTE 59p.; Paper sulmitted to the National Commission on
' Excellence in “"nacher Education. For related
documents, sew NP 025 564-595.
PUB TYPE Information An:iyses (070)

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

MF01/PC03 Flus Postage.
Admission Critviria; Classroom Techniques; Educational

Research; Highaw Education; *Institutional
Characteristics;: *Preservice Teacher Education;
*Program tffectiiveness; Student Motivation; Teacher
Education (urriculum; *Teacher Education Programs;
Teacher Eiffnrctiveness; Teaching Experience; Time
Factors (Learining)
IDENTIFIERS National Cemmission on Excellence in Teacher Educ
ABSTRACT
Research wus raviewed to identify the characteristics
of effective university and :vllege~-based programs for educating
prospective teachers. Progisms were considered effective to the
extent that they enhanced tiie capability of teachers to contribute to
student learning., The resesarch reviewed was almost exclusively
concerned with the learnin; ot traditional academic subjects, and
three types of studies wer: the focus of the review: (1) studies of
the effects of teacher prepara‘“ion programs on student performance or
on teacher behavior; (2) s:uiies of teacher characteristics related
to student achievement; and {.) research on effective teaching, The
report is built around the fcilowing specific issues: (1) teacher
preparation programs' ability 10 teach teachers to teach effectively;
(2) overall effects of teacher preparation programs; (3) ability of
teacher education programs to teach instructional strategies; (4)
admission standards for teacher education programs and for entry into
the profession; (4) (5) content of teacher education programs; (6)
subject matter expertise aiid teacher effectiveness; (7) the pedagogy
of teaching to teach; and 8) the induction phase of teacher
learning. Conclusions draw: from the findings are discussed. (CB)

.

AR RS SRR REEREEEEE SRR AR AR SRS R R XSS XYY EXEEE L LR

* Reproductions supplied by EDK5 are the best that can be made *

* . from the oricinal document. *
AR kN AR AR RRIARKRRRERARR AR RRRAKA AR AR KA RAARARRAR AN AR AR R AR A ARk h ke hkd kR




ED250314

o
N
n
n
1]
Q
Qa

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE
TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS:

A REVIEW OF RESEARCH

by !
Carolyn Evertson
Willis Hawley

< Marilyn Zlotnik

Peabody College
Vanderbilc University

August 1984

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

{ This documunt has been reproduced as
recved from tho poerson o organizition
onginating st
Minor changus have been made to improve
l()pl()dgl‘.ll()l) Quahty.

® Palints of view o opions stated in this docu
tnent do not neceshinly reprasant officil NJE
position o1 pohey

’ Y

Prepared under subcontract for the Education Analysis Center, Office of
and Evaluation, United StaLes Department of Education

Planning,

Budget,



o

Introduction

Purposn of the Report

“

This report seeks to identify the characteristics of effective

university and college—based'programs for educating prospective teaéhers.

For our purposes, programs are effective to the extent that they enhance Fhe
capability of teachers to contribute to sfudent learning. The research'oq

- : / . )
which this study is based focuses almost exclusively on the learning of
traditional academic subjects. We do not déal,with other possible
objectives of teacher preparation, such as the enrichment of teachers'

learning for its own sake or the development of nonacademic abilities and

%
1

interests among students.
If the conclqubn; reached in ;his‘rebor; are valid, one should be
able to 1se them either to differentiate teacher education programs in térms
of their effectiveness or to specify goals for the improvement of preservice ;

teacher education.

The Research Reviewed
More than 20 years ago, Sarasqn, Davidson, and Blatt (1962) observed

that the preparation of teaching was “an unstudied problem." Relative to
preg ! P

]
t

other potential influences on student learning in schools, this
characterization-is still correct. Indeed, our review of empirical résea;ch
on preservice teacher educationnéuggests thét the number pf studies of
teacher preparation may actuﬁlly be lower in the last ten years or so than '
in each of the previous two decades.
There s a mountain of words written about teacher education. Most of

these words manifest criticism, description, prescriptioh, Lnd exhortation.

It is commonplace to say that research on important topics relaced to !
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cducation "3 limited but limited 1s too fulsome a way to describe the

empirical research on teacher pteparation. Not only is the body of research -

small, it is'methodologically and theoretically anemic. For example, the

sample size is often small, both dependent and independent variables are

seldom well defin=d or fully specified, and-analyses seldom'bontrol for

potentiaily.important interactive effects of related independent variables.

In this analysis we focus on three types of studies though we draw on

other research as appropriate,.

l.  Studies of the effects of teacher preparation programs on student

performance or on teacher behavior that lave been found in other
research to foster student learning.

. Studies of teacher characteristics related to student achievement

that might be learned or tested for in teacher preparation
programs.

3..mResearchwon_efﬁedtive;teaching;"“This»research is ‘exdmined on the ~

premise that preservice teachers should learn about those

behaviors and practices that are most likely to promote student

learning. : !

i ' While many of the first two types of studies are weak, we use what

there is if the studies:

1. are longitudinal‘and/or'involve comparisons of different ways of
educating teachers, and

2. relate what prospective ‘teachers are taught, how they are
taught, or teacher characteristics, either to measures of student

performance, comparative rating of teacher behavior by principals,’
other teachers, or independent ohservers. . '

A . il
These constraints substantially limit the pool of sﬁﬁ!&es examined.

")
Overviow

This report is structured around a series of questions that represent
key decisions relating to the way teachers are prepared in the United
States. The first two of these address.the fundamental issue of whether we

necd formal programs of teacher preparation at all. Since the answer to
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by empifical evidence. There are two exceptions tu this groundrule. First,

R . :
thiese questions seems to be affirmative, the report turns to the criteria’

for entry and successful exit'trom teacher preparation progréms. The
content and Sa;tern of undergraduate education most likely to produce
effgctive teachers are explored as is the limited evidence on particualar ways
to teach or facilitate the learning of the things neophyte teachers should

; N e
know aund be able.to do.

Some implications of the research reviewed for the céntent and
structure of teacher preparatioh programs are spelied oug in the conclusion
of the report,

Our burpose 1s not to prescribe a full blown stfategy for.teacher

preparation but to suggest which elements of teacher education can be

justified by research. 'In general, we do not stray far from paths defined

. We draw attention to the probability that if the so-called induction

period--the first one or two years of pgaching--were seen as an integral
part of.teacher prebaration, the quality of teaching in our schools would be
greater. Second, we briefly discuss the probqble importance of providing
Qould—hu teachers with greater analytical and problem solving skills than
they usually gain in college.

PR N By

We focus attention on undergraduate teacher preparation because that
is the entry;route to the profession that most teachers use and because
there appears to be absolutely no comparative fesearch on the efficacy of
post~hnécnlaureate teacher preparation. We see no reason, however, why’thé

lessons one can learn from the research discussed here would not be

relevant to extended or "fifth-year” programs for preparing teachers.
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Can Teacher Preparation Progrhms Teach Teachers to Teach Effectively?

If college and university based preservice education of teachers did
not improve the contributions teachers make to student learning, reforming
teacher education would make less sense than abandoning the general approach

now in use in favor of ‘some radically different way of providing entry to

the teaching profession.

There a;o/éwo types of studies that might speak fo the question: does

3
o

teacher cducation make a difference? The first of these involves

/

comparisons on the effectiveness of teachers who participate in teacher
education programs with the effectiveness of teachers who have no or much

less formal preservice preparation. The second body of research that seems

relevant are studies of efforts to teach preservice teachers ‘particular ways”’

of improving instructional practices.

The Overall Effects of Teacher Preparation Programs

Though teacher preparation programs are often blamed for unleashing
poorly cducatcd'jnstructérs upon the nation's children,. students preparing
forla career in secondary education frequently are reqﬁired to take less
thaﬁ onc~fourth'of thelr ;;ursework in education and those preparing to be
elemehtary teachers must éake about one-;hi?d of their courses inleducation
(Smith & Street, '1980). Moreover, it appears that universities spend only
about two-thirds of what it costs to educate the average public school
student to prepare the average teac[fn'(Peaseau & Orr, 1980). This reality
has causcd tome observers to characterize teacher preparation as a limited
intervention which, even if it were conducted much better than it usually is,

could be expected to have a véry limited effect (cf. Lanier, 1984; Kerr,

1983).
w




To determine the effects of teacher_preparationdprogrgms on teacher
competence, most researchers have compared the performance of regularly and
provisionally certifiéd t-achers. Provisionally certified teachers,
dcpendinghon‘the state,‘hay have little or no formal pfeparation or may be
required to hgve made considerable progress toward satisfying the regular
- requirements for certification. Thus, the education courses and practical
experiences of "provisional teachers” diffe% substantially within and among
'studieﬁ and few studies expiicitly take this into account.

Nonetheless, comparing provisionally certified and regularly ce;tified

teachers provides'the best way we have of asseésing the overall effects of .
exlsting strategies for preservige teacher éducapion on teacher performance.

' We found tbir;qgn studies that compared regularly and provisionally
h—*—m“&wmmwbhv“égzbingE”%ZQéheré} .F0ur of>these deélmairecfl§“ﬁiZﬁﬂgzhdént'achieQement
(all, 1962; Denton & Lacina, 1984; Taqur, 1957; Shim, 1965). The others
use various formal rating systems administered by péincipals and/or ;rained
ohservers to assess teacher performance (Gray, 1962; LuPone, 1961; Gerlock,
1964; Copley, 1974; Bledsoe, Cox, & Burnham, 19;7;fﬁéery, 1960; Massey &
Vineyard, 1958; 5nd two studies by Cornett, 1984).

In all but two of these stuaies, regularly certified teachers were
rankcd higher than were teachers with less formal training. Shim (1965)
studied 89 elementary school teachers and found that the students taught by
the uncertified .teachers scored higher on tests of academic achievement.

Shim also fonnd that the students of teachers with lower grade.poipt f "
averages tes;ed better than students of teachers with higher grade point

averages. Cornett (1984) compared principal's rankings of provisionally

certified and regularly certified teach:rs in North Carolina and found no ,

¢
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difference. Few of the teachers studied were ranked below the satisfactory

level and inexperienced and experienced teachers were ranked equally well.
The studies suggesting that teacher education improves teacher

performance cover both elementary and secondary teachers. The strength of

the differences between the performance of regularly and certified teachers
o

is more often than not small but statistically significant. The size of the'"

teacher education program effect is difficult to assess, however, because

the rating scales used are not normed and there 1s usually relatively lgttle

v

variation in the ratings.

This is not, as indicated earlier, a strong body of research. For

¢,

example, most studies comparing teachers prepared through education courses

and those not so trained do not seek to control for differences in the

intelligence or general academic competence of the teachers. However, it

scems unlikely, given the generally lower academic aptitude of would-be
teachers (cf. Schlechty & Vance, 1983; Weaver, 1979), that the. greater
pereeived effectiveness of teachers prepared in formal certification b
programs could be_attrib;ted 10 their superior intelligence. Indeed, one
who was sympathetic to schools or départments of education might sthrmise

to the extent that intelligence is celated to teacher performance,
professional preparatinn more than compensates for the intellectual deficits
of teachers;* This 1is not to say, of course, that children would not be
better off 1f they had profesﬁionally trained teachers who were _more
academically competent. However, as we note below, the signifigance of

teachers' academic performance for their classroom effectiveness is less

clear than one might intuitively expect. ’

*The relatively low test scores of techers as compared tc other
professionals is a phenomenon of long standing .(cf. Kerr, 1983).
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Other background or context-variables that might %écount for
differences in teacher efféctiveness are }nfrequently QbéZuntéd fo; in
selecting samples or analyzing data. For example, in a recent stpdy (that
was misreported in the national press), Cornett (1984) compared
principals' ranking of a small sarple of ‘regularly and provisionally

certified teachers teaching in an urban Georgia Schooluqystem- The

- regularly certified teachers were judged substantially more competent than

the teachers with less professional training but they also were more .

k
experienced. -
\ "
T )

Evaluation of teacher expertise is an imprecise process. Some

scholars believe that there is little evidence that supervisors'

-

el

“evaluations actuull& predict teachers' ability to foster student
achievenent (Soar, Mcdley,t& Coker, 1553). On the .othe» hand, there is
little eviaence to support the idea that teacher evaluations are invalid
Indicators of tgfchers effectiveness. At lest two strong studies found

@ f
that principals raced teachers higher whose students achieved greated
prowth in academic achievement (Armor et al, 1076; Murnane, 1975). Most of
the procedures for evalu;ting teachers used in the studies cited above
rate tcachers on thedr use of instructional strategies found to be
correlated with student achievement. ‘

Teacher préparation programs have been so often maligned in recent
months that it may come as a surpri;e that the available evidence makes a
case for the notion that elementary and secondary students are better off
beiny taught by teachers who are trained in teacher education programs,

with all their weaknesses, than by teachers with little or more limited

teaining. At other times, this conclusion might seem intuitively




sensible,
% o +

Because the.researcth we reviewed “focused" on a broad rhnge of
teacher béhaviors, and measures oﬁ<3§fectiveness were not specifically

[}

cried;in/nost cases to those behaviors, the available evidence does not

allow us to identify how differendes in teachers’ capabilities accounted

A

for differences in their performance. It is clear, however, that teachers
learn how to do things through their education courses that might

reasonably be expected to improve student achievement.

Q
The” proposition’ that teacher preparation programs are worth

reforming would be more éefsuasive if it could ber shown that the things
students preparing to teach are taught and actually learned. In other
words, do teacher preparaﬁion programs do more thaﬂ s&cialize and funnel
people into the teaching profession? The answer, of course, depends on

the teacher preparation program.

w
hd v

-:Thcré are a number of studies showing that particular efforts by
education schools to structure preservice teacher learning have the
desired effects (Murphy, 1972; Francke, 1971; Collins, 1976; Gabrys,

1978; Joyce & Weil, 1972).

The question of whether teachers take these capabilities iﬁto the
classroom and sustain them is a matter of considerable debate amohg
tenchér éducators. Some preparation programs cléarly have staying power
(Adams, 1982; Hord & Hall, 1978), but others do not (Fullen, 1982).

What schools of education have done to encourage the utilization and
further development of the‘knowledge and skills they promote 1s not dealt

with by the resecarch we reviewed. lowever, many teacher educators believe
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that continuing support'during the-first. one or two years of
teaching (the so-called "induction period")'is essential. We will return
to this point below.

Summdry

~—- W : «

It scems clear that teachers who participated in preservice teacher
-paration programs are more likely to be, or to peseen to be by ?

supervisors or other trained observers, more effective than teacners who
' . e

have little or no formal training before they teach. And, efforts to teach

. ok ’ * .
preservice reachers specific capabilities and knowledge invariably appear to
2

be effective, at least in the short run.

.

4

This evidence does not mean that some radically different way -than we .
now use to train teachers might be more effective. The available research

does suggest, however; that identifying the characteristics of effective

?

preservice college or university based teacher preparation programs could be

expected to lead to improvements in the quality of teaching in the nation's
. i ]

1 : ?

schools.

* _ Standards for Admission to Teacher Education Programs and for Entry

to the Profeséion

It is widel? believed, judging by the actions of stage legislatures
and vnr&ous national commissions, that the quality of teaching will improve
Lf stundards for admission to teacﬁér education programs and for teacher
certification were raised. Thig intuitively sensible proposition is
not, however, consistently supported by the avallable research, at';?ast

s

1f the standards involved are measured by overall scores on standardized
admission tests, grade point averages, performance‘on the National Teacher
. ] ,

Examination, or faculty evaluations of student teachers.

There 1s, on the other hand, some reason to believe that teachers' or

A ]
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teacher candidates' verbal ability is correlated with student performance.

s

Let us consider these conclusions in- more detail,
- * ’
In general, prin?ipal’s or supervisor's ratings of teacher pgrformance

are not related to scores on conventional measures of academic aptitude such

as the American College Testing (ACT) examinations, the Scﬁoléstic Aptitude

L Test (SAT) (Baker, 1970; Ducharme, 1970; Mééuire, 1966), the Miller

Aéalogies Test (MAT) (Young, 1977) or standardized achigvement‘tests (Baker,
1970). ‘Pipcr and 0'Sullivan (1981) found that National ?eacher Examination
(NTE) scores correlated positively with student teachers' ratings by
universiFy,supervisorﬂ (.43).

Evidence on ;he relationship between teacher performance on the job,
0 - .
as measured by ﬁrincfpai’s and trained observer's ratings,-and college grade
point averages is mired. Some studies find a small positiQe assgéiation
(Massey & Vineyard, 1958{ 5ucharme, 1970; Siegel, 1969; Druva & Anderson,
1983),'anJ others find no relationship (Thac&er, 1965; Baker, 1970), or a
negative relationship. (Shim, 1965). Denton and Smith (1984) found no
relationghip.befweenﬁphe grades of either education majoré or nonmajors and
the cogniéive attainment of the students the& taught. Eash and Rasher
(1977) fgund that student teachers with higher-grade point averages were
more highly evaluated by the students they taught than were student teachers
with loyen,gradcs. Principuals, however, ranked the student teachers with
higher grades superlor on only two of the 27 items upon-which they wefe'
vrvaluated._ In some cases, researchers have looked separately at the

relationship beétween effectiveness and the grade point averages of

elementary and secondary teacher candidates and at teacher candidates'

performance in education courses as compared to other courses but the

findings vary from study to study with no pattern.
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Pucharme (1970) found that faculty who supervise studcnt teachers
seen, by their evqluations! to be able to idenf.“y.prospective téachers who
will be evaluated highly by tﬁeir on-the~job supervisors but Thacker (1965)
found no such relationship. Méguire (1966) found positive relationsﬁips
betwuen employing principal's ratings of first year teéachers and grade point
averages and faculty evaluations of student teachers. But in a follow-ﬁp
study three years later, - these relationships no longer existed. . Ihdeed,
Maguire found that there was a negative relationsﬁip between fourth year and
first year principal evaluatipns of individual teachers.

In one small study, Galluzzo (1983) found that the teacher preparation

.ot '
1

programs contributed to etudents’ performance on the National Teacher
Examination (NTE). 'O;e might infer this from th? perceived relétionship
between ratingé bf effectiQéﬁ;Q;méufiné—gtddeagmééécﬁing aﬁa scoreé on ;Be
HTE. In a study 6f newly employed elementary school teachers in Louisiana,
Cornett (1964) found that regularly certified teachers scorqd significantly
higher on the NTE area examination testing knowledge of children and the
proéuss of teaching at the elementary level than did tes-hers who were
provisionaily certified.. Provisionally certified teachers took, on
average, fewer education courses than did those regularly certified. On
the other hand, provisionally certified teachers scored significa . ly
higher on the Weighted Common Examination of the NTE even though fbrty
prreent of ;hié test deals with professional knowledge. Cornett (1984)
also compared the scores of regularly and provisionally certified teachers
{n. North Carolina on the Weightéd Common Examination of the NTE -and found

no difference.

Some researchers have found that supervisor's or principal's ratings

j 11
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0§ teacher ov student performance are positively related to a student's
score on the National Teacher Examination (Piper & Sullivan, ,1981). Other
studies, however, have found no:such relationships (Thacker, 1965;
Duqharme, 1970). |

Evidcncé on -the relationship between teacher scores on the NTE and
student achievement ié limited and mixed. Lins (1946) foﬁnd a small
positive relationship between teacheré' scores on the Common Examinations
and student achievement. Sheehan and Marcus (1978) found a significant
positive relationship between NTE scores aﬁd student achievement.
Other studies, howevgr, show no relationshib between NTE scores and studentJ

acpievemgnt (Summers and Wolfe, 1977; Pugach and Raths, 1983; and
i i . .

Darling-Hammond and Wise, 1983). Ducharme (1970) found an inverse

relationship between teacher NTE scores and student achievement.

w

Many states have developed or are developing common tests of
professional knowledge. Georgia is one of the first states to take this
step. Little, however, is known about the ability of these tests to
predict teacher effectiveness. Cornett (1984) recentlf examined the
relative performance of Georgla teachers who were graduates of arts and
science and teacher education programs on teacher certification tests; On
a test of individu;ls' knowledge of their teacher field, arts and science
students with a bachelor's degree scored .7 of a point higher than their
teacher education peers (79.3 to 78.6). ,On the same test, teacher
education students with a master's degree outperformed thélmaster's drgrge
arts and science educateﬂ teachers by 2.5 poinés. "

In 1963, Getzels and Jackson reviewed the existing research on the

assoclation between teacher intelligence and effectiveness and found



a
" income minority students (Summers & Wolfe, 1977; Winkler, 1972; McLaughlin

litele evidence of such a relationship. More recent research, however,
shows a modegt relationship between the verbal ability of teachers and the
ability of teachers and the verbalvtesk scores of students, especially low
& Marsh, 1978; Murnane & Phillips, 1978; Haaushek, 1977; Bruno & Doscher,
1981; Colemén et al., 1966). These findings are reinforced by an earlier
study of Massey and Vineyard (1958) showing that principals ranked

teachers ﬁigher who had scorcd well on tests of English expression. (This
research seems in conflict with the evidence that there‘is no relatioﬁship“
between the overall SAT séorqs and teacher performance although the SAT
scores include performance on mathematical tasks).

There is a handful of studies that secek to relate preservice

attitudes and personality to teacher behavior and perceived effectiveness.

v

These studies generally show no consistent relationships between such

cources of predisposition and the outcomes .studied. About all one can say

greater pre—entry commitment to teaching as a career are less likely to

drop out of teaching at a later times=—a hardly surprising finding. In any

case, screening teachers on the basis of attitudes toward teaching or on

v e C e eeare e e

the basis of nonpathnlogical persqnality differences scems a precarious

enterprise and has not been seriously proposcd as a way of improving the

teaching profession,

In summary, while raising admission standards to teacher education
programs and tesfing teachers' knowledge prior to their certification are /
among the most widely proposed teacher preparation reforms on the nation's .
agenda, there is little evidence that conventional ways of screening . o
teachers--except, perhaps, tests of teachers' verbal ability-~have

1315
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¢ -se though they surely differ on what critevia are most. appropriate. It

ﬁredictabla results. The. research on this issue is limited, both in
volune and quality, but is suggestive either of a need for caution or the
need for more study before firm standards are set. There is simply no way‘
to know what minimal standards for admission, either to college or té the.
teaching profession, Qould‘result in denying access to persons who would
not be successful teachers.

Of course, there may be other reasons for increasing college
admission and career entry standards. These include gaining more status
for teachers generally, setting basic levels of academic competence

because teachers often serve as models for their students or allowing the

introduction of a more academically rigorous curriculum into teacher

- .
- pa

preparation, ' ' °

»

Many reformers seem to feel that teacher educators oppose higher

admission or professional entry standards. This does not appear to be the

is interesting to note that at the

1984 meeting of deans of education at

[
e

land grant universities and major private universities, the assembly voted

overwhelmningly for admission standards that would, if implemented,

‘probably reduce teacher education enrolliments™in most -of their schools.

Kerr (1983) contends that university faculfy have often repudiated
dttempts by education schools to increase admission standards for teacher
preparation programs. One reason for this {is that ;tudents enrolled in
education, In effect, subsidize other courses of study because- of (a)
state and university'funding formulas (Peaseau & Orr, 1980) and, (b) to

)

hear teacher educators tell it, larger student loads per faculty member.

14"




Perfving the Content of Teacher Preparation Proprams

from Researéh on Effective Teaching //

Direct resecarch on the consequences for teacher effectiveness of |
varintions in teacher preparation programs is almost none istgnt. Ore miggt
reasonably argue, therefgre, that the core of what teachers should learn in
the pre=entry preparation for their careers could be detived from what 1is
known about effective teaching. This assumption Seemé/to be gaining
Increasing currency among feachep educators (Smith, £983; Egbert &
Fenstermacher, 1984), though there are few Sfograms of teacher preparation.
that are based primarily on research-based conclugions about teaching and
learning (Egbert & Kluehder, 1984). n

In this section we identify several capabflities of effective teachers
that, if they_cpuld.b; dgvelbped in preservice/teacher pregparation programs,

would be likely to increase the contributions/ teachers make to student

achievement. A wealth of research exists wj%gh shows that teachers have

significant effects on their students' achiﬁvement in both elementary and

secondary classrooms (Brophy, 1979; Brophy and Good, forthcoming; Good,

1979; Medley, 1977).

Since the mid-seventies, a number/;f large scale studies of classroom

‘teaching have preduced an-accumulation f sensible-findings which have also

been replicated. Findings from these tudies, produced a growing body of
knowied;e about the relationships be7beeA teaching practices ‘and student
learning in the basic skill areas w71ch can support educational policy
decisivns. Some cautions are in ogﬂer, however,since.Fhe bulk of the

regearch was conducted at the ear%; elementary grades in basic sk.lls areas in
schools serving primarily low sogﬁo—economic status populations. When

attempting to use findings to inform practice it {s important to consider

15
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the various contexts such as grade level, sex of student, SES level, ability ,

level in which teaching takes place. In cases where researchers hawe

ﬁgllowed context comparisons, findings across contexts reveal a different

s

Lor
I

N '

pﬂttern of results. Examination of the findings from studies of teaching
indicate there are few if any teaching skills which will apply at all times
in all settings. ’

Nonetheless, there appear to be a number of teacher behaviors that are

sufficiently generic that they should be understood by all teachers. These

" behaviors, which might be called core teaching skills (CIS), comprise a

common body of professional practices that can be adapted to variations in
context, learning objectives, and student needs. How such- adaptation might

be facilitated by teacher preparation programs is an\gssue we will turn to

in the next section. _ b

CTS-1: Maximize Academic Learning Time

The most/consistently replicated findings in research on teaching are

those that demonstrate that achievement is linked to the duantity and pacing

~of instruction. Another way to describé these findings is that they are

related to the opportunity to learn and academic content covered by

students. The major intervening variable between teacher instructional

o

behavior and student achievément 1s academic learning time (ALT), or the
amount of time that students spend engaged in academic tasks that they can
perform at high success rates (Fisher, Filby, Marliave; Cahan, Dishawﬁ
Moore, & Berliner, 1978). ALT is the combination of three measures:

allocuted time, the time set aside for students to work on academic tasks;

'

engaged time, that proportion of allocated time in which students are -

actually engaged in those tasks; and student success, essentially task
appropriateness which i3 a measure of student task success or failure. Data

from BTES (Fisher et al., 1978) indicate that laréé_increases in ALT also

16
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vielded increases in student achievement.

To lunyn ufficiuntly students must be engaed in activities that are
at the appropriate difficulty level, however, anu ‘é is important ;o nake
5uro that students make cont{nuous progress along the'way. Lessons should
‘;un smoothly Jithout:loss of momentum and this requires chat teachers be
effective in diagnosing learning needs and prescribing appropriate lea:ning
activities and tasks; Research on optimal error rates and séudent . \3\\
achievement suggest that cl!!sroom questions should yield about 75% correct \\\\\
responses, seldom yield no response at all, and seatwork activities should
be completed with a.higher rate of success (90 - 190%) by most students
(Brophy & Evertson, 1976, BrOphy; 1979; Rosenshine, '1983).

-How timo is used appears to be more importantlthan the actual

number of minutes available. Stallings (1975) found that even when the

length of the school day in follow~through classrooms varied in length as
much ns 1 1/2 hours and secondary school remed1a1 reading classes varied

' from 40 to 55 minutes (Stallings, Needels & Stayrook, 1979), these
variations were unrelated to student academic achievement,

CT5-2: Manage and Orpanize the Classroom ' .

In order to maximize academic learning time and successfully employ a
repertoire of teaching strategies, the initial task that all"’ teachers must

¢
mn,Ler is the management and organization of their classrooms. Classroon

management is the lurgos; area of concorn.for both new and experienced
teachers. Veenman ’1984)“ieviewod 83 studies which appeared since 1960 on
~the perceived problems of beginning teachers. These studies showed that the
most frequontly perceived problem was classroom discipline (or the larger -
area of classroom management), Tnis'concern held for both elementary and
secondary teachers.

[
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A prowing body of research on manaping and organizing the classroom
sugpests’ that some practices are not only more effective than others but
Lhcsé practices have effects oﬁ student task engagement and attention to
academicrﬁasks As-ﬁéiimzﬁgﬁé;; Evertson, & Anderéon, 1980; Evertson & Emuner,
1982a). Good classroom wanagement skills have-the :ffect of optimizing the
time devoted to instruction., To this e¢xtent, these skills not

only allow the stage to be set for teaching and learning, but maintéin _

efficient routines and procedures throughoqt the year.

There are at least two views of effective classroon management. The
first view émpha§izes techniques for dealing with students who are
disruptive or othcrwise-uncooperativg. A variety of writers and élinicians
have developed progfams‘andltechniques for training_teachcrs to deal with

disrupt;ve and inappropriate béhavior which thfeatens the classroom
'{'unvironmcnt (Glasse;: Reality Therapy; Gordon: Teacher Effectiveness
Training;'Cantor: Assgrtive Discipline). While these techniques can be
useful, they arc.ﬁimea lérgely at intervening once problems have occurred
(Brophy, 1983).

The second view, and the one with the most relevance for inclusion in
teacher prgparation programs, emphasiées setting‘fhc stage fér teaching by
prGVUntion of problems before they occur. This includes careful planning,
well-paced lessons geared to students’ abilitie; anq interests, setting up
efficient routines for taking care of procedural tnsks, and cregting a
classroom climate that is task-oriented, pleasant and purposeful. Kounin
(1970) tound that successful classroom managers kept their students
actively engaged in productive classroom work, thus minimizing the amount
of tr;uble that they had to deal with. They were @ore successful because

they reduced the frequency of trovble, not because they were somehow more

skilled at dealing with it once“it hroke out,
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Subsequent sLudiev %y Evertson, Fm er and others added to this body of
/

Lnowledge by. yﬁamininp 1n detail how tcdehers planned and presented their

/’/ /

nanagpment systems £r0m the first day of school (Evertson & hmmer, 1982b).

Anderson (1980) fou?U tha: successful classroon managers: .

/
Evertson and Epmer (1982) and Emmer, Evertson, and’ |

1

== Planned 7@e classroorm rules and procedures in detail prior to the
beginning of school and taught these to students.,

~- Made clear the consequences and rewards for appr@prlate and
i{nappropriate behavior.
/
-- Carefﬁlly monitored student work and behavior, stopping
inaepropridte behavior quickly.

4

-- Kept students accountable for academic work.

i

- Prov1ded time for explanation,. rehearsal, and feedback of academic
epntent. '

Traiging studies show that strategies such as these can be taught to

most teaclifers relatively efficiently and with good success (Borg & Ascione;-

1982; Evertson, Emmef, Sanford, & Clements, 1983; Evertson, 1984;

. / v
Fitzpatrick, 1982).

Three aspects of classroom management and organization may deserve

more/extensive discussion because in many teacher preparation programs

thu# seem’ to bhe trivialized, as in cases of structuring physical space and

the vlanninp of lessons, or neglected, as in the case of grouping.

/
!

/
/

eructuring the physical spave. Effective managers arrange their

qﬁdssroom space to accommodate different types of learning activities, make

/

sure that all students are visible and can be reached for independent help,

and minimize traffic flow problems and congested areas (meer, Evertson, &

-\\\Andervon, 1980; Brophy, 1983; Evertson & Emmer, 1982b). Transitions between

f
/

actiyities are accomplished with a minimum of wasted time (Arlin, 1979).

Preplanhlng the use of physical space can maximize student access to and use

of materials\aud"participation in activities (Nash, 1981). The organization




|
of the space and its use {5 even more essential in classrooms with many
students engaged in different tasks.

‘Planning lessons is integral to effective teaching. Shavelson (1983)

statés that fhere is need for research on teaching to examine not only

teachers' behavidr but their judgments, plans, and decisions. Research

which links'teache;s' intentions to their behavior can provide a basis for

implementing 5§hcational innovations. Decisions made during planning

influence the teacher's classroom behavior. These instructional plans,

whether for the school year, semester, month, unit, or day, serve as scripts

for cafrying out interactive teaching (Shavelson & Stern, 1981; Smith &

Sendelbach, 1979). According to Joyce (1979), through proactive decisions

teachers set up a series of conditions which powerfq;ly influence

thé possibilities of decision making thereafter. Green and Smith (1983)

also note that even if teachers plan lessons.tﬁese become modified as

teachers and stu&enés interaht with materials and activities. Shavelson

(l§83) also points out that plans that are too detailed and inflexible can '

be counter productive, 5s the need arises to shift lessons according ﬁo student needs.
Grouping is an essential aspect of managing and organizing the

classroom and providing opportunities for students to learn academic

content. In highly heterogeneous classes grouping may be based on

differencés in achievement, language domihénce, or ability. Traditionally

students have been placed in high, medium or low groups so that tecachers ¢

could provide appropriate instruction and could monitqr students more

clousely. This practice is not without its problenms howeVG;. Any time

that teacﬁers shift from a whole class focus and create subgroups within

classes more complex planning and group management is required. Evertson,

Sanford, and Emmer (1981) found that even effective managers had difficulty

20
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at the beginning of the year until more complex routines weré established,
Ability prouping has raised sérious questions regarding its possible
effects on children's self images, motivation and perceptions, and its
potential for labelling sludents. Creen and Smith (1983) poirt out;that
students in low groups received different input in terms of content and
RN _ , b
strategies for readingé Lcésons for low groups consistently placed greater

emphasis on pronounciation and single word decoding, whereas errors in

high groups were often ignored in favor of “getting the meaning."

‘Weinsteln (1983) documents how children perceive the teachers'

relationship to high and low achieving students. Still in highly

heterogeneous large classes teachers may have little choice. Making the
most out of grouping requires good classroom management skills in order to
provide productive experiences for all students.

An alternative to traditional grouping 1is peer tutoring, a practice

which is intended to provide students with more resources for help with

Py

academic work. Cohen, Kulik, and Kulik (1982) completed a meta-analysis of

studies of peer tutoring and found an average effect size of peer tutoring
6n academic achievement of .40 (a moderate effect). Anofher review by
Gouodwin (1982) supported the Cohen et al. findings and added that both
cross-age and s;me age tutoring increased achievement of the tutees in.
ﬁﬁthemntics and reading, but no consistent relacionship was found between
length and intensity of tutoring training and likelihood of gains in
achievement. Greenwood,'thrton, and Delquadri (1984) concluded that peer
tutoriung increased the proportion of time that students were academically
engaged compared to classrooms with conventional teacher—to=-student
assistance by as mugh ;s 20 to 407%.

An alternate way of providing for peer interaction comes from Slavin's

{1980) work and is commonly.referred to as cooperative learning. Teams-

H 1
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Games-Tournaments (TGT), Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD), and the

Jgsaw Method are chree’versions that have been déveloped. In TGT students
compe}e at three-member, mixed agility ;fsurnament tables” wiEh simble _
acadenic games. Individual student scores contribute to the total escore of
the team. ASTAD is similar except .that games are replaced by individual
quizzes. " In the .Jigsaw Method each student is given an essential piece of
information needed by all group members to comple{g work.

Slavin (1980) reviewed 28 field projects in cooperative learning with
such divérsu outcome measures as academic achie?ement, race relatioAs, and
the development of mutual concern among students. TGT showed consistent
poéitive results on all three dependent variabies across a wide-varieﬁy of
settings, subjects, and gragp levéls. Reyigws on STAD also show positive
effects of these techniques on academic achiévement and race relations. The
Jigsaw Method, however, éhowed little effect on achievement one way or the
othgr.

Although pre-service teachers can benefit from training in these
alternate methods of grouping students for a variety of tasks, it is also
important to note éhat students are not likely to know how to work in éroups
unless training is provided. Wilcox (1972) found that students trained to
lead groups by encouraging all to participate and to make certain that
everyone had a turn were better at solving specific problems than were
untrained leaderless groups. Trained student leader groups were also better
pfoblcm solvers than were classroom teachers, who tendgd to do all the

problem solving themselves.

CTS=3: Utilize Interactive Teaching Strategies

Research shows that students achieve more in classrooms where they are
G)

“actively supervised and taught rather thancbeing left alone to work on thelr
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cown for long periods (Brophy, 1983; Soar & Soar, 1983). Class activitices

include frequent lessons in which the teacher presents information and
develops concepts through lecture and demonstration, elaborates this in

feedbnck to students, and prepares for seatwork with demonstrations and
\

examples to clarify instructionq and tasks (Good, 1979; Good, Crouw &

s
'

Ebmeter, 1983; Rosenshine, 1983).

L]

Rosenshine (1983) reviewed seven experimental studies in which

teachers were trained to perform behaviors ouLlined in specially designed

-

manual‘ (Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979 Good & Grouws, 1979; Evertson
et al., '1983; Emmer, Evertson, Sanford, Clements, & Worsham, 1984;

Fitzpatrick, 1982; Reid, 1978-82; Becker, 1977). The results showed that

the treatment teachers implemented many of the pr1nc1ples more frequently

than the control teachers. The treatment teachers attendnd to inappropriate
behavior more frequently, commanded the attention of all students, provided

immediate feedback and evaluation, set clear expectations, encouraged a warm

a

and supportive classroom environment and allowed fewer interruptions.
Rosenshine outlined six teaching functions extracted from these studies:

1. Daily review, checking previous day's work, reteaching (if
necessary). :

2. Presenting new content skills. _

Provide overview, .
Proceed in small steps at a rapid pace.

3. Initial student practice.

High frequency of questions and overt student practice.
Prompts provided during initial learning.

All students have a chance to respond and receive feedback.
Teacher checks for understanding,

Practice continues until students are firm.

Success rate of 80% or higher during initial learning

4. Feedback and correctives (recycling of information if necessary) \
Feedback to students particularly when they are hesitant.
Student errors. provide feedback to teacher that corrvctions are

necessary.

23
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AN
Correcting by simplifying question, giving clues, explaining L
or reviewing steps, or reteaching last steps. )
Reteach using smaller steps if neces ssary.

- -\\

5.' Independent practice so that student learning is firm and \
‘secure. :
Seatwork. > _ i - -
Jritization and automaticity (practice to overlearning). — '
Need for procedure to ensure student engagemenL during ’

ar

seatwork 1s 95% correct or higher.
Ls

6. Weekly-and nonthly reviews: reteaching if necessary.-
. < . I

’

Rosenshine notes that independent ihves:igatoré‘éppear to have come ‘up

with similar.conclusions about effective instruction.and are guided by

student achievement data. The fact tﬁétﬁ;hese programs are more alike than
_different helps validate the research (cf. Hawley & Rosenholtz, 1984).

Bennett (1982) states that these programs make teachers aware of these

1
3

teaclring functions, br'ing them to a conscious level and 2nable them to
develop strategie§ Yor consistent, systematic implementation. It appears oo
that these teaching functions could provide.a basis for training pre-service

v

teachers in effective instruction. BN ’

CTS=b: Communiqate High Expectations for Student Performance &

"Several reviews of the resca;ch on 1eacher éxp;ctation effects confirm
the. fact that some teachers behave differentially toward low achievers ‘in
ways thnf communicate thaf’they LXpect less of them (Brophy, 1982;7§rophy &
Good, r976;hCoopex, 1979; Braun, 1976). This differential Eeacher c;eatmeﬂﬁ
contributes to the widen;ng achievement gap.

Good (1983) notes several ways }Hat teachers have been found to
differentiate their behavior éoward students per;eived as high or as low
achicvers. Among them are: seating slow students farther from the teacher;
calling on lows less often.to answer quest{gps; walting less time for lows

to answer; criticizing lows more for incorrect responses; praising lows less .

frequently thhn highs for correct responses; demanding less work'aqd effort A ’
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_mm&ﬁhqg_gbgt of high achievers.

from lows and “interrupting the performance of low achievers more frequently

Although most of the research in the early seventies on teacher
expectations was corrclational, leaving the possible argument that -teachers
held high expectations for high acbievers because they did indeed acﬁieVe aﬁ
higher levels, Still some régearch shows that positive teacher expectations

are associated with student achievement gain (McDonald & Elias, 1976; Bfophy

+ & Evertson. 1976).

Martin (1973) conducted a study in Los Angeles where inner.city
teachers were sensitized to ways that low expectations could be

communicated. Results after training showed that treatmeut teachers were

able to elicit higher student achievement and better attltudes.  Results of

-

”'thiS”WbYk“ferméd”thembasi@ffbf“fhéjTéédher‘ExpedtafionS'Student Achievement

Program (TESA).

CTS=-5: Reward Student Performance

One of the most studied aspects of classroom teaching has been ghe use
of rgwards and incentives to reinforce skill mastery and to motivate student
task eungagement. Rewarding appropriate performance is part of the
maintenarce of activities and tasks in any classroom as well as th; vehicle
for providing students feedbhack and knqwledge of fesults.

Béhavioral analysis procedures have been used extensively to modify

[ 4

classroom behavior. Tﬁesd’reinforcement-techniques also zre useful for shaping
student behaviors that relate to academic achievement such as attending, task

engagement, and independent study skills (Lipe & Jung, 1971). The teacher's

-knowledge and use of these skills can be a major determinant in increaségg

behaviors which are facilitative of academic aéhievement.

. "Lysakowski and Walberg (1982), in a synthesis of the relationship



k)

between teacher reinforcement and learning, concluded that the effects of
: RO A4Z '

igsgggctional-reinfgggement were.constant across Eb?_ﬁ?ﬂf?¥t5|°f grade
level, type of'school (public or private), socio-economic status, and
compunity types. ' ‘ _ - Co
Three ways that reinforcement techniques can be used in classrooms
‘ ‘ ‘

will he briefly described below.

l. Survival skills training is based on.the work of Cobb et al.

(Cobb, 1972; Cobb & Hops, 1972) and supposes that studentcs rquire certain
skills to be effective learners. The reinforcement of these skiils
(atteuding, Qolunteerfng, complying with éi:ections) and other behaviors
consistent with appropriate classroom behaviors (e.g., talking with teacher,w
' X

interaction with peers, approval) increased the reading achievement of low

2. Praiée. The findings.on the use of praise as a reinforcer have
been mixed and even negative in many studies 6f classroom téaching_(Broéhy &
Evertson, 1976; Soar & Soar, 1983). Brophy's /. .%1) review of the functions
of praise has illuminat;d Sofie ways in which . .1se can be effective; such
as ‘focusing on specifié achievements that make the relationship between

A .
praisc and the behavior explicit. Praise seems ﬁost effective when used
with young children in the early grades and studentsyof low ability or low
SES backgrounds, but ‘it loses its velative effectiveress with students in‘:

the upper grades or with high achievers.

3. Structure of rewards. The reward structures of the classroom

refer to the rules and arrangemehts of student groupings which set
groundrules for the rewarding of aéademic performance. Essentially these
structures can be classified as individual or group, competitive or

cooperative. Competitive structures, such as grading on a curve, mean that




" reinforcement is context-bound and requires that the teacher consider the

the receiving of a reward by one diminishes the chances of rewards for
others. CGooperative structures function in such a way that the good

performance of one student can increasc the likcllhood of rewards for the

~other students. Individual reward structures are most effective when there

are fixed criteria for veinforcement .and the probability of:one receiving an
award i{s unrelated to the probability of, qnother's receiving a reward.

| Slavin (1977) fonnd no real difrerence in the efficacy of different
reward structures with high achieving students. However, low achieving
students did decidedly better with the cooperative arrangemeiit. This is’
also qupported in research reviews by Sharan (1980), Ames (1981), and
Johunson et al. (1981). '4 b

As with many of the promising practices derived from research on

. teaching, the effectiveness of any reward structure or method of

setting, the instructional goals, ani the type aof student population.

sSummary

4

We have drawn on several already existing reviews included here
(Hawley & Rosenholtz, 1984; Brophy and Good, forthconing; Good, 1979, 1983;

Stallings, 1984; Rosenshine, 1983) to provide, given the limits of

“space, as comprehensive a picture as possible of the major core teaching

R I

'skills which can be identified that promote student learnin&.r;

The cqre skills outlined were:

-—- Maximizing academic learning time bf providing students with
sufficient opportunities to learn and to cover of academic content.

- 4Managing and organizing the classroom,'including arrangement of
the physical space, planning rules and procedures and.teeching these to
students, making clear the consequences and rewards for dppropriate and

inappropriate behavior, monitoring student work and behavior, keeping
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students accountable for academic work, providing time for explanation,
rchearsal, and feedback, plagning lessons and providing for alternate ways’
gf grouping students,

-+ Utilizing interactive teaching strategles which plaée emphasis on
frcquentllessons,ip which the teacher presents i1nformation, devglops,
concepts through lectufc and demonstration, and eiaﬁﬁfates this with

feedback to students.

~

-- Communicating hiéh expéctatiOns for student performance iﬁ which
tecachers maximize opportunities for both high and low achievers to
participate in ways that faqilicate'their.learning. This includes providing
lows. with ample opportunitieg'to respond, answer questions and participate
appropriatély in lessons.

-- Rewarding student performance so as to reinforce appropriate
studcﬁt behaviof-;hat is relafed to ac;aemic achievement and to provide
students with feedback and knowledge of the results of their efférts.

The foregolng review 1is Intended to highlight thoselbasic'areas that
research has shown are important to student academic achié&ement and

%ﬁgqgcment in academic tasks. While it seems reasonable that programs for
/

preservice teacher education that provide prospective teachers with the

/ knowledge and basic competence to perform these core teaching skills will

consistently produce effective teachers, there has been no research that
demonstrates that this assumption 1s correct.

Subject Matter Expertise and Teacher Effectiveness

A uhiqgitous'theme iln efforts to reform teacher education is the call .
for teachers who are more knowledgeable about the topics they teach. It
seems clear enough that one must know what one teaches to be fully

effective. No one seems to disagree with this proposition. The policy

1ssue here is how much teachers must know and how that expertise can be

' :'A29 ,
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determined. Judping by debates among teacher educators, these lssues seem

move difficult to resolve for elementary than for secondary:teachers.

1]

N , .
The most extensive assessment of the effects of subject.matter

knowledge on teaqhing effectiveness is a recent meta~analysis of 65 studies

~of science education (Druva & Anderson, '1983). Three conclusions from this

@

study seem most relevant to our concerns. N

l. "There is a relationship between teacher preparation programs'and
what their graduates do as teachers. Science courses, education
courses, and overall academic performance are positively
associated with successful teaching.",

2. "The relationship between teacher training in science and

cognitive student outcome is progressively higher in higher level
science courses.”

3. "The most striking overall characteristic of the results . . . is
the pattern of low correlations across a large number of variables
involved.” (Druva & Anderson, 1983, p. 478) .

-
N

With respect to the teaching of other subjects, the relationship
between! teacher expertise and teacher performance is mixed. Massey and

Vineyard. (1958) found positive but small relationships as did Begle (1972)

S

who characterized the association he found as "educationally insignificant.”

°

Mapuire (1966), Siegel (1969), and ﬁisehberg (1977) found no or negative

relationships between teacher knowledge, as measured by grade point aQerages

4nd standardized tests, and student achievement. The General Accounting

v

Office.(l984) cites a 1983 synthesis of research by Celin Byrne that it
characterizes as finding "no con;istent relati;nship between the knowiedge
of teqchers”qhd the achievement of their students” (p. 355.

“ In summary, we read this research:as saying that knowing one's subject
matter do¢s not necessarily make one a good teacher of that subject. But it
also seems reasonable to conclude that teuachers with good instructional

capabilities would be more effective if they had good knowledge of the’

shbjoéts they teach. This 1s, logically enough, more true of teachers of
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advianced courses. But the research does not allow us to prescribe the

Trminindi T level of khnowledge a teacher should have to teach a given topic

effective{y and thus provides little specific direction to designers of

1 I
| ~ teacher preparation programs.

The Pedagogy of Teaching to Teach

There is an old saw, "Those who can't do, teach; those who can't .
teach, teach teatchers.” In a previous section we discussed evidence that

should put this canard to rest. Neverthaless, most teachecr educators

acknowledge that they do not always model exemplary teaching practices.
There are any number of strategles for preparing teachers that

teachers educators have promoted over the years. We focus our attention on

microteaching,” and

three general processes, “competency based education,

"practice teaching.” We are concerned less with specific variations of
these strategies than with the basic elements of the learning process that
they ambody.

Competency Based Teacher Education

. Conpetency Based Teacher Education (CBTE) is a term that has lost

precise meaning. Generally, CBTE refers to specific effor&g to train
prospective teachers.to acqulre éertuin competencies believed to be
associated with effective teaching. The logic of this approach is simi}ar

i . to the pedagogy‘involved in teaching basic skills in elementary schools: be:
clear about what is to be learned, design lessons that fit that objective,
teach the lésson, test for learning, provide feedbaqk, and redesign the
lessort and teach again. lBy the early 1970s, havingiféceived a considerable

boost from funds provided througl the United States Office of Education,

CBTE and its equivalents were seen by many teacher educators as the one best

31
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way to professionalize teacher preparation. But, CBTE came under attack for .

beiny tou technical and leading to the increasing specification and

proliferation of skills to be learned that had no compelling .link to studént

learning (cf. Sarason, 1978-79; Hamilton, 1973, as cited in Bush & Enemark,
1975). Enthusiasm faded. It is estimated that ?t'the outset of thé‘19805
about 13% of the 1200 institutions that train teachers used some more or
less fully developed form of CBTE (Kerr, 1983).

The idea thap CBTE lacked a Validated knowiedég base lhias considerably
less credi’.lity than it did six or seven years ago when attacke on CBTE -
were ir full swing. This fact, plus the increasing propensity of states-and
school systems to develop performance based teacher eValuat&on --‘ ms that

spell out specific teaching behaviors that are to be emulated, ;gest that

CBTE, no doubt in various disguises, is likely to be born agc* .

Research on the effects_;% CBTE on teacher attitudes and behavior
seems to show positive results (Adams, 19£2; Joyce, Wald, & Weil, 1981;
'Piper & 0'Sullivan, 1981; Borg, 1972; see .also 'the sources cited below

related to microteaching)

-

:Micrqteaching )
Microteaching can take many forms but it cssentially involves would-be
teachers' organizing and delivering a short lesson. 'Ofté:, specific
competencies are to be d;monstrated in the lesson, such as pianning,
interactive questioning, etc., and the lesson is eVﬁluaﬁed accordingly..
Microteaching is, in short, 5 simulation techniqye that focuseg on
particular learning objectives for the teacher candidate and through which
e?aiyntion and feedback is p;ovided.
In general, -1t appears that microteaching~-some versisns of which are

called minicourses=-1is an effectiye pedagogical device (Copeland, 1975;

Boeck, 1972; Borg, 1972; Blafkenship, 1970; kocylowski, 1970) although the
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| acquisitton of teaching competence does not always occur (Kallenbach & Gall,
1969).

One of the virtqes of microteaching appears to be that'it facilitates
Immediate feedback about and analyéis'of performance. As Gageﬁgoncludes,
"Evidunce for.the eificacy of feedback about teachiﬁg performance islfairly
consistent. When thé infofmation 1s explicit, clear, and keyed to specific
afpects of teachipg behavior, feedback results in improvement in the
trainees! ability”to perform according to a-model of teachihg"'(Gage.&
Winne, 1975). The usefulness of frequent and preéiée feedback as an

instrument for promoting the improvement of teaching effectiVéness is not
' C !

o

limited, of course, to microteaching (cf. Flanders, 1970).

-

Student Teaching

Student or practice teaching is usually identified by new teachers as
the most rewarding and u;eful aspect of their preservice professional
preparation.(Griffin et al., 1983; Nem;cr, 1983). These claims by teachers,
plus widespread skepticism about the rigor and scientific Basis of many
formul. courses in.teacher preparation, probably have contributed to a rash
-_of contehporaryA%roposals that would place apprenticeship at the core of
teacher preparation, |

The/existing research, however, provides 1igtle reason to believe that
supervised practical experience, in itself and as it is encountered in most
student tea;hing situations, is a very effective way to educate teachers.

A decade ago, Peck and Tucker (1973) revicwed research on teacher
education and concluded that, “. . . by the end of student teaching, there
are some almost universally reported decrements in attitude and in teaching

behavior, as.compared with the ‘starting position of students prior to thedr

field experience" (p. 967).



Iin what may be the most intensive study of practice teaching yet

conducted, Griftin and his colleagues (1983) found that little change

occurred in the student teachers as a result of their fnvolvement. The
. ‘ '

\

. study's description of the characteristics of the student teaching

experience has within it seemingly important implications for how the
student teaching component of teacher preparation might be structured.

l. Support participants such as supervising teache%s and university
superiors seemed very adequate’ on a personal-level, yet
insufficient in terms of helping student teachers to understand
performance standards for professional practice, -

2. - Student teacher participants received exposure primarily to
situation specific teaching strategies rather than to options
from which they might select appropriate modes of instruction.

3. Participants lacked an awareness of policies, expectations,
purposes, and desirable Dractices involved in the student teacher
experience. > g

4. Only minimal evidence surfaced suggesting that students received
exposure to any sort of integrated instruction linking their
" inservice coursework to the actual student teaching situation
either substantively or ideologically.

5. Few instances existed of demonstrated policy, practice, or per-
sonal linkages between the university and the public school settings.

6. Studént teacher participanta appeared to be isolated from other
participants.

7. An absence of public and enforced standards of performance
probably contributed to the fact that few of the student teachers
in this study were deemed to be less than satisfying.

Neither Griffin's reséarch nor any other study we could find linked
specific characteristics of the student teaching experience to teacher
performance. The generally/critical character of the research suggests,
however, that the role of practice teaching in the preparatinn of teachers
may be overrated,

Theoretically, student teaching, if structured properly, could be

productive of teacher effectiveness. But it may also be that the problems

and costs of successfully implementing practice teaching programs are so
) ‘
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great that other processes for achieving its objectives should be explored.

The Induction Phase of Teacher Learning

Almost all reviews of the research on teaching caution consumers not
to treat what we have called core teaching skills as fundamentalist dogma.
Instructional practices, it is invariably argued, should be adapted éo meet
student needs and to take into accou different learning objectives and
social contexts. As Brophy and Evertson (1976) point out;

o o e effective teéching is not simply a matter of implementing 5

small number of basic teaching skills. Instead, effective teaching

requires the ability to implement a very' large number of diagnostic
iqstructional, managerial, and therapeutic skills, tailoring behavior
in specific contexts and situations to the specific needs of the
mowment. (p. 139) '
The need for flexibility and judgment on the part of teachers poses a
'séfious problem for teacher educators. They are being pressed. by their
colleagues and by state legislatures té buila the knowledge base and
specific skills of new teachers. They are also being urged to be more
é?actical and less theoretical and to emphasize performance on standardized
tests.

It ;s doubtful that most teacher preparation programs now do much to‘
-ennblu and encourage prospective teachers to be adaptive (cf. Joyce & Clift,
1984). Moreover, as we noted above, the -practice teaching phase of teacher
prcparqtion more ofteq\:?rrows than eXpandé the range of instructional
strategles teachers feel\ghey can émploy. Further, the induction period of
tecaching is so chgqtic and absent of support that teachers often focus on
instructional strategies that\étress control over student behavior rather
than the facilitation of learning (Qawley & Rosenholt?, 1984, chap. 2). As

i

Joyce and Clift ‘1984) conclude: "The current process of learning to teach

socializes teachers to a 'practicality ethic's . . where survival concerns
. p y N



a focus of actentiqn as teacher educators come to think about teacher

~education along a professional continuum from preservice to inservice (Hall

dominate.”

Most teachers believe that they received:almost no support once they

stdrted to teach (Joyce, Bush, & McKibbin, 1981). Indeed entry into the

profession is often sudden, with the beginning teacher éhouldering many of

the same responsibilities as the veteran teacher. Lortie (1966) refers to

this experience as’ the "sink or swim" Robinson Crusoe approach. The

stresses.and problems of the beginning teacher in the year following
graduation from a teacher preparation program and the onset of inservice
teaching have been documented by some researchers (Ryan, 1980, 1982; .

Mclbonald &.Elias, 1982). "Induction,"” as this phase is called, is becoming
\

’
1982; Tisher, Fyfield; & Taylor, 1974). At the very least, knowledge about
the problems which.b;ginning teachers face as they start their teéching
carcers can provide important infarmatioﬁ for the design and evaluation of
preservice teacher preparation pfograms. |

Thqre dre numerous studies that document the changés ﬁhat can
accompany the reality shock of the world of the school and classroom for the
new teacher. Veenman (1984), for example, cites perceptions of problems

(pressures, complaints about work load); changes of behavior (contrary to

one's own beliefs because of externnl pressures); changes of attitudes

(shifts from progressive to conservative attitudes about teaching methods);

changes of personality (e.g., lability-stabﬁlity) and decisions to:lé%yc
the pyofussi?n. Inh short, many beglnning,teachers, once iﬁ thcir”own
classrooms, are confronted with social realities that are very different
from those encountered in their preservice training. Doyle (1980) touches
on the same complexity when he states that there are persistent features of

the classroom environment which leave thg new teacher with little time to

t
1
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reflect

2fore being forced to act. These are: multidimensionality,
‘simulfaneity, immediacy, unpredictability and history. He states that these
terms are defigned to suggest thail elassrooms are crowded wiéh people,
activities and interruptibns; event; rake place at the same time; and there
is little time for the teacher to anticipate the direction of events. L
A ‘ffgg;:ly, the primary tésk of the feacher 1s to ensure cooperation in
activities and to keep activities in place. ,

Veenman (1984) states that even though there is considerable agreement
on the kindé ;f problems beginﬂing teachers face, findings are often too
general to be useful. He proposes three general framewo?ks as approaches to

looking at the process of becoming a teacher. Coa

Developmental Stages of Concerns sets out a theory of teacher

development based on the work of Fuller'(1969) and Fuller and Bown (1975).

Concerns Theory posits three stages in teacher dqﬁelopment. The first stage

/

focuses on survival concerns about adequacy, su7~iving as a teacher, and
classroom control. Stage two includes teachin sit;ation concerns an are
re;atud to mastery of the material, and skills in the teaching learning
situation. Stage three reflects concerns abput students, their learning and
the impact of teacl..ug practice on student ' needs. According to Fuiler,
later concerns do not cmerge until ;tuden s arezfreed from earlier level
concerns. Studles by -Adams, Hutchinson,/and Martray (1980) and Adams and

Martray (1981) indicate -that stage one foncerns (concerns about self) did

decrease between student teaching and/year five in teachers' careers.

" The Cognitive Developmental Framework focuses on the teacher as an

adult learner. The assumption is that development results from changes in
cognitive structures. These struc ures, or stages, are organized in an

{nvariant hierarchy from less to Aore complex (Sprinthall & Thies-



Sprinthall, 1983). Persons at higher stages of development function more
complexly, possess a wider repertoire of skills, perceive problems more
b;oadly, and can respond more accurately and empathically to the needs of
others. Some educatlonal programs have been designed to promote cognitive
developmcntﬂalong these lines (Glassberg‘&vSprin;hall, 1980; 0ja, 1981).
Glassberg (1980) studied 13 first year teachers who had participated in

student teaching experiences designed to promote psychological maturity and

_found that beginning teachers at the lower stages saw themselves as

defensive, unable to motivate students, and felt discipline was the province

of the school administration. Beginning teachers at higher levels of
develoﬁment emphasized the importance of respect, Bcing flexible and

tolerant, and the desire to respond in ways that facilitated the academic

4
and personal growth of students.

1o

The Teacher.Sociblization Framework is focused on the intérpiay
between individuals' ﬁeéds, capablilities, intentions, agd institutional
constraints. In this framework, atﬁention is given to changes in the
contexts of institutional settings. Gehrke (1976, 1981) sought
to understand how beginning.teachers adapted to the teacher role to meet
their nceds as well as adapting to the role demanded by others. Four néedé
emerged during éarly role transition: need for respect, need for liking,
need for bcloﬂging, aad nced for_a sense of competence. Tabachnick,
Zeichper, Densmore, and bkudak (1983) studied the ways teachers think about>
thelr work and ways they give meaniné to beliefs. From Lacey's (1977) work
they identified three social strategies used to conform to institutional

demands: internalized adjustment'(the individual complies with the

constraints and believes they are for the best); strategic compliance (the

fndividnal complies with the authority ‘figure's definition of the situation

but retains reservations); and strategic redefinition (implies that change

'(.38
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< .
{s belng brought about by those who do not possess the power to do so, but
\

achicvi change by causing those in power to redefine the situation). These
: ' i

studies suggest that beginning teachers can give direction to the quality of

[
L]

their socialization into teaching.

The message of all this is stvaight'forzard. Unless teacher
p;eparation praograms anticipateAthe‘néture of the experiencé‘;eachers will
have in their firs; one or two years of teaching, much of what they do“wil};

s

. be seen by teachérs as irnélevant and/or will be undone.

What "implications does this conchsion have for teacher education?
First, curriculum design can take into account thé types of concerns “
teachers are likely ;o have by warning them abOUt‘these realities aﬁdi' )

providing them with some analytical and broblem solving skills they can use-
to deal with the conditions that might undermine their ﬁffecti:ehess.r

Second, students’hecq to be introduced to the research on teachiﬂg fn
ways tha provide them an understanding of the Variety of option;'they have,.
the contingeﬁcies that mediate the use.of specific practices, and the theory
whiéh explains the efficacy of thq'brqcti;es.‘ Efforts to increase Fhe I
conceptual understandiﬁg of teaching by increasing awareness of proven models
and practices (Joyce & Shoyers, 1981;,Joy;e & Showers, 1982) and by training
that included theory, demonstration, practice, feedback.and classroom
application (Showers, 1983) seem likely to be productive.

Third, teaéhérs who collaborate in teacher training programs need to
model adaptive behévior and to work more closely with teacher educators td
ensure that gtudcnts explore the range of knowledge and capabilities they
should be learning in schools of education (cf. Kilgore, 1979).

Fourth, teacher education programs should place greater emphasis on

developing stndents' capablilities to collect, analyze and use information .

40
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to sulve complex problems of the kinds they are likely to confront in
classvooms (¢f. Stalling, 1984).

Conclusion .

/

About one-fifth of all college students enroll in teacher
preq*:ation programs at some 13Q9 colleges and,unixexsities~ Virtually
all commentaries on contemporary education;érgue that this many students

and this many institutions uﬁdefminqdfhe dhéiiiz)gﬁ teacher education. At

the same time, it 1s not possible to identify research~based or, for that

mmatter, widely ggﬁeed upon criteria b} which one miéht sort effective and

ine{fective programs. ‘ -
™,

Despite the fact that "teacher preparation programs have come under

- ~
o . .

scemingly unprecedented criticism in recent mghths, the available’ research
: . ‘ . Y

suggests that émong students firom the colleges and universities studied

-

who become teachers, those who enrolled in formal preservice preparation

programs were more likely .to be effective teachers than those who do not.
Moreo;er, almost all efforts within teacher preparation programs to teach
students specific knowledge or skills seem to succéed, at least in the
short run. .

This research does not add up to a defense of teacher preparation as
it exists in most institutions. The number of programs studied comprise
less than tw; percent of the total, this handful of available studies .have
been conducted over four decades, and there is no way to know th ;
representative the institutions studied are of the paﬂ& colleges and
universities involved in teacher preparation. )

Lven the most aggressive apologists for teacher education acknowledge
that improvements can and should be made in virtually all programs.

Nonetheless, the research does suggést, at least, that preservice

teacher education programs can make contributions to effective teaching.
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What guldelines, then, for designing a teacher A?eparation‘ﬁrogram

that would produce potentially effective teachers would one derive from the
cesearch discussed in this report? Designers of a model for teacher

preparation must confront a series of decisions concerning (a) standavds for

admission; (b) the proportion of coursework that will be allocated to

general studies, the field of concentration and education courses, including

student teaching; (c) what content and learning processes to embody in the
education‘curriculum; (d) what criteria might be used in certifying that

prospective teacliers are ready to teach; and (e) whether and how the

program's obligation should continue into the induction period..

Who Should be Adiitted to Teacher Education Programs?

aptitude, such as the ACT and the SAT, are not consistent predictors of

N i

Scores on tests” of verbal ability appear to be related to teacher

effectiveness. Other measures of student overall academic ability or

teacher effectiveness., While verbal ability, measured in different ways in

different studies, is modestly correlated with the verbal achievement of

students, research provides no guideline concérning the level of verbal

A . .
competence necessary to be a good teacher. Thus, in identifying the
effective teacher preparation programs, knowing the standards for admission

would not be very helpful. One could, of course, establish such standards

on’ intuition or preferences for the type of people one wants in teaching.

What Should Be Taupht?

Underéraduates in teacher preparation programs usually take three
types of courses: general studies (liberal arts subjects), an academic
concentration, and education courses including field work. While most

college students preparing for secondary teaching will "major” in the

41
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subject or coustellations of related subjects they will teach, students

preparing to teach in elementary schools may "concentrate” in a broad range
©f subjects, including education, depending on the college or university
they attend.

g9 . -
General studies. There apparently is no evidence in the research that

speaks directly to the impact on teacher effectiveness of the géneral
studies or lioeral arts component of undergraduate education. Findings:that
overall cullege grade point average is not systematically related to

teaching performance suggests that other concerns mightloore profitably be

the focus of reforms in teacher education.

Field of concentration. Surprisingly, we think, the relationship
between teacher's-effectiveness and the level of knowledge they have of the
subject taught_is,lat_best, small. It 1s intuitively sensible to believe

that, o%her things being equal, knowing one's éupject will substantially'

increase one's teaching effectiveness;"Thatméssomption’1éwfoOndwafoo§ﬁth
the current proposals for improving teaching. Porhaps the level of subject
matter knowledge most teachers have is not gre?t. Perhaps those who have
the most wnowledge of their field have, generally, less competence in

teaching methods. Or, perhaps the research is inadequate to properly test

" the proposition. In any case, the available fesearch would not lead one to

expect thi' increasing the courses prospective teachers must take 1n the
subjects they will teach will result in noticeable changes in the
achievement of the nation's school children. Druva and Anderson's (1983)
finding that knowledge of subject mdttor is most clearly related to student
perfornance in advanced courses may suggest that teachers of such courses
should have advanced academic training. ’For a skepticul view of the idea -
that more subject matter depth wil; lead to.improved student performance,

see the General Accounting Office's 1984 analysis of ways to improve math

a
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and science nchlevement in schools.)

Education courses. Education courses can be grouped into three

categories, so~callea “foundations, teachipg methods, and teaching
practice.
There is no reference in the empirical research to the efficacf of
foundation courses. "Methods courses"” presumably should embody,current
'knowledgg about efféctivé practices--maximizing acadcmic learning time,'
classroom management and organization, interactive instructional strategies, o
the communication of high expectation and the appropriate evaluation and

i

reward of student achievement. Carefully specified and articulated programs

of instruction, such as those found in the best competency based programs,
13
seem effective and timely. Opportunities to understand theories that

underlie effective ﬁr;ctices and to practice what is learned in real or

simulated settings like-those provided by microteaching are likely to

Improve teacher effectiveness.

Student teaching, We think that one can infer from the studies
reviewed here and from otﬁer resea;ch that there is reason tv link
opportunities to-practice more clbsely to coursework on a recurrent ané '
episodic basis, rather than to che commonplace approach to ﬁfactice teaching S
which seems to have little support in the £esearch.
In any case, while there i{s no hard evidence that would allow one to ‘ .
specify tﬁe characteristics of practice teaching that are most effective,
one can induqe from the criticisms of practice teaching some characteristics
that might reasonably be used to distinguish programs that work from those
that don't. These characteristics include: |
l« Specific integration oflclassroom and practice experiences so that

there are opportunities to test, evaluate, and enhince knowledge
that 1s learned in formal courses.



n

B :

2. The training of practice teacher supervisors (cooperating
teachers) in the strategied being. taught in the teacher
prepiration program.

3. The collection of.data on student performance, frequent feedback
of this information, and the use of the data to identify areas in
which the student teacher particularly needs to learn more.

scores on the NTE although no research we uncovered deals with the

Who $hould be Allowed to Teach?

Evidence on ways to predict the probable success of prospective

teachers 1is not very helpful in establishing criteria by which one might

decide who should be certified by the teacher preparation program as being
qualified te enter teaching. As we noted above, standardized tests like the

ACT and SAT do not systematically predict teacher success. Neither do

N,

prédicgiQegégs df_mﬁé fé?iséé‘ﬁfE ﬁoQ béinéAu;ea;-.é;;de point averages are
not consistently related to teacher effectiveness nor are pre-entry
evaluations by collége faculty, though the research on'this last point is
very limited.

Given the absence of reliable and valid ways of screening studeﬁts

before they enter teaching, perhaps the .answer to the question of who should

be allowed to teach is: those persdns who complete the type of preparation

program we are outlining here. One might have more confidence in such a

simple answer if (a) the content of the courses and the evaluation of
students were rigorous and (5) certifica£ion did not depend, for practical
purposes, only on graduation from a teacher preparati;n program but rgduired
teachers to demonstrate competence on the Job.

What Responsibility Should Teacher Education Programs Have for the

Induction Period of Student Learning?

We have stressed the importaﬁce of the induction period of teaching to
the effectiveness of teacher preparation programs. It follows, we think,

that better teacher preparation programs would be seeking some ways to
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foster teacher lnarniuﬁ-dufing the firsc‘yéafrgf two/bf.fuli.fimu teaching.
Thié revicw has focused on undergraduate teacher preparation but we “
see no reason why the lessons of this report could nét be appiied t§
prograns thac'extcnd beyond the four years of undergraduate studies or that
only admit students who have alregdy)eérned the bachelor's degree.
’ We have e;amined a large number of studies that seem relevant to the
%dentification of the characteristics of effective progra&é for training the
5ation's teachers. As the ;eader knows by now, empirical research is

limited and tells us more about what not to do than about effective

policies, programs, and practices.* But the research does give some

N '

. direction and raises some questions about the efficacy of some of the most

~ widely advocated current proposals for reforming teacher education.

*Tt 15 very clear to us that the reform of teacher education would be
facilitated by more and better research. In locking at the publication
dates of studies that deal explicitly with the outcomes of teacher
preparation programs, one is struck by the fact that very few of there
studies have becn done in the last ten years.
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